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NOTICE
The Indiana Law Journal as well as Professor Bernard C.
Gavit wishes to correct an error appearing in Professor Gavit's
article on "Procedural Reform in Indiana," appearing in the
March issue of the Journal. In Appendix A to the article,
pages 364-365, there is set out a copy of Senate Bill No. 120
together with the minority and majority committee reports on
the said bill. Senator Ralph Adams of Shelbyville, Indiana, was
indicated as one of two senators who signed the minority com-
mittee report and Senator Warren Berkey of Goshen as one of
seven signers of the majority committee report. These reports
should have carried the name of Senator Adams as one of the
seven signers of the majority report and Senator Berkey as
joining in the minority report with Senator Cuthbertson.
COMMENTS
STATE TAXATION OF NON-RESIDENTS ON STOCK OF
DOMESTIC CORPORATIONS
The United States Supreme Court has of late years been using
increasingly its trusty and adaptable weapon of the 14th Amend-
ment to the Federal Constitution, in a vigorous warfare against
double taxation. Probably not much has yet been accomplished
against economic double taxation within a single state, but
taxation of the same legal interest by several states has been
increasingly frowned upon. At any rate, it is clear that the
Court is no longer of the opinion, which at one period it often
and confidently announced, that double taxation is in no way
forbidden by the Constitution.1 For example, tangible chattels
are no longer subject to taxation by two or more states.2 The
same applies to intangible assets, so far as such assets consist
of debts. Such assets are taxable only at the domicile of the
creditor.3 And now the Court has carried the same idea still
farther, and it seems almost to its logical conclusion, by holding
1 See Kidd v. Alabama, 188 U. S. 730, 732, 23 Sup. Ct. 401 (1903).
2Frick v. Pennsylvania, 268 U. S. 473, 45 Sup. Ct. 403 (1925). The
same rule applies to corporations. Union Transit Co. v. Kentuky, 199
U. S. 194, 26 Sup. Ct. 36 (1905).
3 See cases cited in notes 10 and 11.
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